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p Sortcrror-GeNERAL, speaking at Oxford on Thurs- 
y in his character of an Ancient Druid, was perhaps 
uated by a dramatic instinct in airing certain 
ent delusions; yet he might surely have selected 
swith more vitality in it than the venerable charge 
| ght against solicitors. “ As tothe transfer of land,” 
jsaid, “‘every one agrees that the present system. of 
Bveyancing and charging is costly, dilatory, and 
tious. Who objects to an amendment of that state 
hings ? Not, I suppose, the proprietaryclass. . . 
now I am treading on dangerous ground, but still I 
»venture to affirm that if a reform of this character 
Opposed it will not be by the landed interest, but by a 
ass of men far more influential than Solicitors-General 
‘Pmean solicitors in particular.” Now, if the speaker had 
ken the slightest trouble to inform himself on the ques- 
m, he would have inquired whether the sweeping change 
pposed by Lord Selborne’s Land Transfer Bill last 
gsion met with interested opposition from solicitors. 
at answer would he have received to that question ? 
hy, that one of the most important Provincial Law 
ieties—that of Liverpool—issued an elaborate report 
ithe measure, in which, after suggesting various amend- 
ats on points of detail, they expressly said that they 
aght the Bill “a good Bill,” subject to the amend- 
ts indicated, and that upon those being adopted, “‘it 
ld deserve the support of tne profession.” And at the 
nt meeting of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 
sociation at Birmingham, a resolution was carried 
ich, while disapproving of compulsory registration 
il the provisions as to transfer had been tested by 
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ence, yet expressed approbation of the principles | 


M which the Bill was founded as to registration of 
The author of a very able paper read at 
ie same meeting, and afterwards printed in our columns, 
fives at somewhat similar conclusions, and expressly 
es that “‘So much of the Bill as concerns the registra- 
b of title is good, and should be supported by the pro- 
on.” Does this sound like interested opposition, or 
a the -oracle of the Ancient Druids in holding up the 
blicitors of England to reprobation as the obstacles to a 
orm of great importance to the public at large? The 
uth is, as we remarked when Lord Selborne’s Bill was 
t laid before Parliament, there is no portion of thecom- 
munity more interested in the simplification of the title to, 
mp the transfer of, land than the members of the legal 
bfession ; for there i is nothing more certain than that 
avery real ‘simplification either of law or practice benefits 
mie profession in a direct proportion to the advantages it 
Confers on the public. 





One or THE DEPARTMENTs of Common Law Procedure 
Dwhich reform is very urgently needed is the mode | 

‘which business at judges’ chambers is conducted. We 
do not now allude to the petty inconveniences occasioned 








to counsel and attorneys by the crowding and scramble 
and:waste of time consequent .upon the insufficient ac- 
eommodation provided. The judicions arrangements of 
some at all events of the judges’ clerks have a'good’ deal 
mitigated these sources of discomfort. We allude to the 
serious embarrassment occasioned to suitors by the 
present utterly unsettled te of the practice. At West- 
minster: a Court never , except under very special 
circumstances, from another Court of co-ordinate juris- 
diction, and thus uniformity of decision is secured. But 
at. chambers there is no ‘uniformity, and: each judge 
does exactly what seems right in his own eyes, »with- 
out very much consideration.for what his brother 
judges may have done previously in similar cases. 
Take for example the jurisdiction exercised underthe Com- 
mon Law Procedure Act, 1854, as to discovery, and 
the allowance of interrogatories. So widely do judges 
differ in their views as to the extent of their powers 
under the Act that it is impossible to say what the result 
of an application for discovery or leave to interrogate will 
be until the particular judge who is to hear it is known, 
when an experienced, pleader or junior will be able to 
foretell the decision with tolerable accuracy. The same 
thing may be said with regard to other points of practice. 
This uncertainty involves suitors very frequently in un- 
necessary expense and hardship. For it must be remem- 
bered, that except in term time there is no appeal from 
the judge, and when term comes round it is often too 
late to appeal with any effect. The remedy would 
be to establish a Court for the consideration :of 
points of practice whose sittings should be con- 
tinuous, and whose decisions should .be absolutely 
binding upon a judge at chambers. Some -such 
arrangement will be more than ever essential when 
the Judicature Act comes into operation. Otherwise, 
there will be a long interval of confusion. We do not 
doubt that all the judges will endeavour loyally to work 
the new machinery. But their decisions will, as at 
present, be inevitably coloured by their own individual 
habits of mind, so that, unless their discretion is more 
effectually restricted than it is under the present system, 
it will be long ere any approach to uniformity of practice 
is attained. 





Is 1s starep that the question of the legality of the 
Reredos in Exeter Cathedralis to be tried, notin. the Con- 
sistorial Court of the diocese of Exeter, but by the Bishop 
personally, assisted by Sir Henry Keating. We presume 
this course has been taken advisedly, although we should 
have been disposed to think that the more regular course 
would have been to have cited the dean into the Consis- 
torial Court, whence the case could have come, if either 
party should have desired it, by way of appeal to the 
Arches Court and the Privy Council. As it is, there may 
be a question if there is any appeal from the Bishop, 
sitting, as he will sit, as visitor of the Cathedral, but if 
there is, it will be to the Archbishop of the province, and 
not to the Arches Court. 

The course which. Dr. Temple has adopted of calling 
in a legal assessor is usual. Thus in 1847, when the 
Bishop of London sat, as visitor of St. Paul’s, to hear a 
complaint as to the right of the dean and chapter to 
present Archdeacon. Hale to the living of Cripplegate, 
he was assisted by Mr. Justice Patteson and Dr. Lush- 
ington, then his chancellor. So again, in 1841, when 
the Archbishop of York was called upon to exercise his 
visitatorial power over his cathedral, after opening the 
court he appointed Dr. Phillimore his “ commissary.” 
It: would seem that the practice varies as to appointing 
a lawyer “ commissary” or “assessor.” The difference, 
however, is one of formonly. In the first case judicial 
authority is delegated, and the judgment pronounced is 
the commissary’s judgment; in the latter it is, in point 
of form, the ordinary’s, but in substance, of course, it 
is the assessor’s (see Sedgwick v, Bishop of Manchester, 
38 L. J. Eecl. Cas. 30, 17 W. R. Eccl. Dig. 26, where the 


judgment of the Archbishop of York, sitting with Lord 
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Chelmsford as assessor, upon an appeal from the Bishop 
of Manchester, was delivered by Lord Chelmsford as the 
Archbishop's judgment). In the present case the Bishop 
of Exeter has been fortunate in securing the assistance— 
either as commissary or assessor—of so able and accom- 
plished a lawyer as Sir Henry Keating. We await the 
result of the inquiry with much interest, but for the pre- 
sent forbear to comment upon the merits of the questions 
involved in it. We may, however, ;be permitted to say 
that the decision must necessarily turn upon much the 
same considerations as those to which we recently drew 
attention (ante p. 133) in connection with the case of the 
baldacchino at St. Barnabas. 





WHATEVER MAY BE THE DEcIsION of the House of Com- 
mons upon the question whether Mr. Gladstone's seat 
for Greenwich is vacated by reason of his acceptance of 
the office of Chancellor of the Exchequer, in addition to 
that of First Lord of the Treasury, the alleged precedent 
in the case of Perceval, cannot—as his biographer seems 
to suppose—be treated as conclusive on the matter. 
Perceval, whilst Chancellor of the Exchequer, accepted 
inthe year 1809 the additional office of First Lord of the 

. Mr. Gladstone, in 1873, did the reverse, and to 
assert that because Perceval’s seat was held not to be 
vacated, Mr. Gladstone’s is not, is really like asserting 
that because all men are animals, all animals are men. 
The real point to be considered in Mr. Gladstone’s 
case will be, whether the additional office taken is a 
sepafate and distinct office, and the reasoning which 
led Lord Eldon and the speaker (Abbott, afterwards 
Lord Colchester) to the conclusion that Perceval had not 
vacated his seatis, prima facie at all events, inapplicable 
to Mr. Gladstone’s case. Perceval, as Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, was already ex officio a Lord of the Treasury, 
and they thought that his assumption of the position of 
First Lord was not the taking of a new office, but merely 
a change of his status at the Treasury Board. But the 
question still remains open whether the Chancellorship 
of Exchequer is at the present day really a separate office 
from that of a Lord of the Treasury. Formerly there 
is no doubt that it was. The Chancellor, in fact, was 
originally appointed as a check on the Treasurer, and 
moreover was 4 principal officer of the Court of Exche- 
quer. As late as 1735 Sir Robert Walpole gave judg- 
ment in that Court in a case upon which the 
barons were equally divided in opinion, and al- 
though his judicial functions are doomed by the 
Judicature Act, yet to this day the Chancellor sits in 
Court once a year at the nomination of sheriffs, when, 
as the president of the Court, he still asks the “ tub- 
man” if he has anything to move. Again, upon a 
vacancy in the office his seals do not go to the 
Treasury, but are held by the Chief Justice of Eng- 
land. In 1757 Lord Mansfield held them for three 
months, and in 1834 they were for a few days in the 
hands of Lord Denman. At the same time, however, 
since the office of High Treasurer has been in commission 
(i4., #imce 1714) the Chancellor has always been a com- 
gaissioner, and his duties have been in fact almost entirely 
confined to financial matters. Mr. Gladstone's supporters 
will no doubt labour to show that, this being so, the 
Sice has practically become a Treasury office simply, 
anti if they eucceed, they would bring his case within 
the epirit, if not within the letter, of Perceval's case. 


ere ee ~— 


Ax urrexeerine avesriox was decided last week by 
Mr. Kegistrar Murray in the case of Ie Cotton, reported 
in another cAusmn. Does the principle laid down in Hz 
porte Waring (19 Ves, 344) apply where the acceptor of 
the Ville in whose hands the securities have been de- 
posite’ has entered into 4 composition of w much in the 

with his creditors the Wankruptcy Act? 
atte point has nt, we believe, been previously de- 
Che, Wt it was laid down im the j in the 


————= 
43 De G. M. & G. 430), that in order that the ral 
should apply, there must be a forced mn 
of the estates of both drawer and acceptor. Unde 
the authority of this case it was hell by the 
learned i that the principle of Ex papy 
Waring did not apply. Another point of som 
difficulty was .also decided in the recent cage, 
After the acceptor of the bills had presented a petition 
for liquidation and obtained the appointment of g 
trustee, and after the drawers had also pfesented g 
petition for liquidation, a resolution was passed by the 
creditors of the acceptor agreeing to accept a composi. 
) tion of five i in the pound, and directing the 
| liquidation to be annulled, and this resolution was subse. 
quently affirmed by the Court. Under these circum. 
stances the Registrar held that although the rule in Fy 
parte Waring would have applied if the liquidation had 
continued, yet inasmuch as no application had been 
made to the Court by the holders of the bills before the 
passing and approval of the resolution for composition, 
and as the liquidation of the acceptor had been put 
on end to by a resolution which was binding on the 
holders of the bills, the latter had lost any right which 
they might have otherwise claimed to have the securities 
applied in discharge of the bills. 











RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES OF FOREIGN 
PRINCIPALS. 

In no less than three reported cases within the last 
few months has the attention of the Court of Queen's 
Bench been directed to an important rule, or rather ex- 
ception, in the law of agency, which has been the subject 
of much controversy, both in this country and inAmerica. 
It is a well-known rule that “where” (to use the 
words of Blackburn, J.,in Armstrong v. Stokes, L. RB. 
7 Q. B. 603, 21 W. R. 54) “a person employs another to 
make a contract of purchase for him, he, as principal, is 
liable to the seller, though the seller never heard of his 
existence, and entered into the contract solely on the 
credit of the person whom he believed to be the principal, 
though in fact he was not.” And, conversely, the undis- 
closed principal has the right to come forward and sue 
upon the contract, his rights and liabilities being ¢o- 
relative (see Die Elbinger Actien-Cesellschaft v. Claye, 
L. R. 8 Q. B. 316, 317). The expediency and justice of 
this doctrine has been doubted, but the rule of law is 
fizmly established. In the three recent cases, however, to 
which we have referred, an important exception is stated 
to have been engrafted on this rule by the usage of trade, 
It is this: that where the principal resides abroad he 
| does not authorise his agent here to create a privity of 
contract between himself and the other contracting party 
in this country, and therefore the foreign principal 
is prima facie neither entitled to sue nor liable to be 
sued upon a contract of purchase effected at his request 
by his agent in this country. The distinction was ad- 
verted to in the leading case of Thomson v. Davenport 
(9B. & C. 78). In that case the principal who was 
sought to be charged resided in Scotland, but, as the 
point had not been made at the trial at Nisi Prius, the 
judges in banc declined to take it into their considera- 
tion. Lord Tenterden however said that where a British 
merchant is buying for a foreigner, “ according to the 
universal understanding of merchants, and of all persons 
in trade, the credit is then considered to be given to 
the British buyer, and not to the foreigner;” and 
Bayley, J., said, “There may be a course of trade by which 
the seller will be confined to the agent who is buying, 
and not be at liberty at all to look to the principal. 
Generally speaking that is the case where an agent 
here buys for a house abroad,” 

It is to be observed that in that case the question was 
treated as one for the jury (see per Lord Tenterden, at p. 
$7); and that was the course actually adopted in Addison 
v, Gandassequi, 4 Taunt, 574, “1 lett it to the jury” 
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says Mansfield, C.J, (at p, 580), “to say whether this was 
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the common case of a merchant here buying for his 
correspondent abroad, on which he charged a commission, 
or whether it was the case of a factor buying goods for 
his principal.” Thus the learned Chief Justice refers to 
two different states of facts, which he treats as distinct 
gnd well-known, in one of which goods are bought for 
gnd at the request of, but not on behalf of, a foreign 
merchant, and in the other are bought by his agent in 
the ordinary sense, and he leaves to the jury the ques- 
tion which was the state of facts shown to exist in the 
ular case. 
fn America, as we have said, the point has been the 
subject of considerable controversy. Mr. Justice Story, 
in his work on Agency, § 268, observes, “The general 
mle obtains that agents or factors acting for merchants 
resident in a foreign country (as, for example, in France 
or Germany) are held personally liable upon all contracts 
made by them for their employers, and this without any 
distinction whether they describe themselves in the 
contract as agents or not. In such cases the ordinary 
ption is that credit is given to the agents or 
factors, and not only that credit is given to the agents or 
factors but that it is exclusively given to them to the exon- 
eration of their employers.” And elsewhere he speaks of 
this presumption as “almost amoznting to a conclusive 
presumption of law.” In the case, however, of Kirk- 
ick v. Stainer (22 Wend. 244), in the Supreme 
Court of New York, while a minority of the judges 
adopt, the majority dissent from, these views, though 
Story, in subsequent editions of his work, adheres to 
them. The editor of Mr. Paley’s work on Agency, in 
1848, after discussing Story’s note and the decision in 
Kirkpatrick v. Stainer, and other American decisions, 
wneludes, “The subject of the preceding note must be 
considered as still left in doubt and uncertainty.” And 
the editor can only add “non nostrum inter vos tantas 
componere lites.” In 2 Kent’s Comm., 630, however, 
Story’s observations are cited with disapproval, and the 
decision in Kirkpatrick v. Stainer is relied upon as 
proving that “there is no distinction known to our” (j.e., 
American) “law, between an agent acting for a foreign 
and a domestic house.” In the last edition of Story on 
Agency (1869) the learned editors have introduced words 
modifying the passage cited above, in accordance with 
the English decision of Green v. Kopke (4 W. R. 
598, 18 C. B. 549), which is therein cited, and which 
was decided in 1856. In that case a sold note for 
1000 barrels of tar commenced “Sold on behalf 
Mr. Leonard Roos, Gottenburg,” and was signed 
H. Kopke, as agent.” The bought note com- 
menced “Bought through Mr. H. Kopke of Mr. 
L, Roos, Gottenburg.” It was sought to make Kopke 
ae liable on the contract, on the ground that 
» Roos was a foreigner, but the decision was in 
lisfavour. “It is in every case,” says Jervis, C.J., “a 
question of intention, to be gathered from the contract 
itself, and the surrounding circumstances. No doubt, as 
has been said by learned judges more than once, the fact 
of the principal being a foreigner is entitled to some 
weight; but there is no rule of law, as is suggested by 
sounsel for the plaintiffs, that the agent is in all cases 
liable personally where the principal is a foreigner 
Nsiding abroad, It is in all cases a question of inten- 
tion, capable of being explained by the custom or usage 
af trade, where any such can be shown to exist. There 
Was, however, no usage proved here; nor could there be. 
Itis ridiculous to suppose that an agent, for a mere com- 
mission of half per cent, would guarantee the perform. 
ance of a contract for the sale of 1,000 barrels of tar.” 
None of the learned judges gave any opinion as to 
Whether the fact that the principal is a foreigner raises per 
in ordinary cases a presumption that the agent makes 
f personally liable on a contract to the exclusion 
w the foreigner—a presumption capable of being 
butted, and in that oase rebutted by the fact that the 
contract purported to be concluded on behalf 
W the principal by the agont as agent only, Tho 





judgment of Jervis, C.J., would seem to imply that, 
irrespective of usage specially proved, there is no such 
presumption. But in Armstrong v. Stokes (L. R. 7 
Q. B. 598, 21 W.R. 52), Blackburn, J., says (p. 55), 
“The great inconvenience that would result. if there 
were privity of contract established between the foreign 
constituents of a commission merchant and the home 
suppliers of the goods has led to a course of business, in 
consequence of which it has been longsettled that aforeign 
constituent does not give the commission merchant any 
authority to pledge his credit to those from whom the com- 
missioner buys them by his order and on his account. It 
is true that this was originally (and in strictness, perhaps, 
still is) a question of fact; but the inconvenience of 
holding that privity of contract was established between 
a Liverpool merchant and the grower of every bale of 
cotton which is forwarded to him in consequence of his 
order given to a commission merchant at New Orleans, 
or between a New York merchant and the supplier of 
every bale of goods purchased in consequence of an 
order to a London commission merchant, is so obvious 
and so well known that we are justified in treating it 
as a matter of law, and saying that in the absence of 
evidence of an express authority to that effect, the com- 
mission agent cannot pledge his foreign constituent’s 
credit.” Again, in Die Elbinger Actien-Gesellschaft v. 
Claye (L. R. 8 Q. B. 313), Blackburn, J., says (p. 317), 
“Where a foreigner has instructed English merchants 
to act for him, I take it that the usage of trade, esta- 
blished for many years, has been that it is understood 
that the foreign constituent has not authorised the 
merchants to pledge his credit to the contract, to establish 
privity between him and the home supplier. On the 
other hand, the home supplier, knowing that to be the 
usage, unless there is something in the bargain showing 
the intention to be otherwise, does not trust the foreigner, 
and so does not make the foreigner responsible to him, 
and does not make himself responsible to the foreigner.” 
Lastly, in Hutton v. Bulloch (21 W. R. 809, &. R. & 
Q. B. 334) the Court cited the passage already quoted from 
Armstrong v. Stokes, and expressed their adherence to it. 
Thus upon the substance of the matter there seems a 
great unanimity of opinion in English Courts. If the 
agent here signs the contract in such a form as to ex- 
clude personal liability he will not be liable on the con- 
tract, although his principal is foreign (Green v. Kopke, 
ubi sup.) ; his liability can only arise from his warranty of 
authority to bind his foreign principal. On the other hand, 
if he enters into the contract in a form which does not ex. 
clude his personal liability, there is no presumptioe 
arising from the fact that he acts for the benefit and at 
the request of a foreign merchant, that he pledges, or is 
authorised to pledge, that merchant's credit. Further, 
from the fact that the principal carries on business 
abroad, there is a presumption that the agent is not 
authorised to pledge his credit, but the exact nature of 
this presumption is doubtful. According to the view ex- 
pressed in ZJhomson v. Davenport, and acted on in 
Addison v. (andassequi (by Mansfield, C.J), and in 
Eldbinger Actien-Gesellschaft v. Claye (by Mellor, J.), the 
question is for the jury, but the presumption is one on 
which the jury are entitled to act in the absence of rebut. 
ting circumstances. No decision or dictum contradicts this 
proposition. In Armstrong vy. Stokes the point did not 
in the remotest degree present itself for decision, and 
Blackburn, J., expressly says that this presumption “ was 
originally (and in strictness, perhaps, still is) a question 
of fact.” In Elbinger Actien-Gesellschaft v Claye the 
uestion was (as pointed out above) left to the jury; and 
ush, J., observes that on the facts (including the fact 
which characterised Addison v, Fandasseget, that though 
the foreign principal was present at the making of the 
bargain, the English agent and the other contracting 
party treated one another as principals throughout) there 
was clear evidence in support of the verdict, And lastly, 
in Hutton v, Bullock the whole matter was presented to 
the Court in the shape of a special case, on which the 
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Court decided-as a-mixed question of law and fact. It 
is true that: Blackburn; J.; says in Armstrong v. Stokes 
(amd the passage which contains this sentence is re- 


peated in Hutton v. Bulloch), “we are justified in) treat- 


ing it as a matter cf law; and saying that in the absence 
of evidence of an express authority to that effect the 
commission agent cannot pledge his foreign constituent’s 
credit.”” We are; however, at a loss to reconcile these 
words, taken in their strict sense, with the previous ad- 
mission that the question is one of fact; and we cannot 
imagine that the learned judge can ever have meant to 
say that under no circumstances will a jury be justified 
in inferring the existence of a power in‘ the English 
agent to bind: his foreign principal, or that a judge is 
bound to direct a jury, as a matter of law, that in the 
absence of express authority from the foreign principal 
no such power exists. It seems to us that it would be 
extremely perilous to lay down an absolute rule of law 
upon matters which ought to be governed by the usage 
of those concerned, and we cannot but think that the 
course by Mansfield, C.J., and sanctioned by the 


Court in Thomson v. Davenport, and which has been 
acted on ever since, is a safer and more prudent way of 
dealing with the question. 








TRUSTEES FOR SALE SELLING UNDER 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS. 

So leng ago as the year 1835 it was said by Sir C. 
Pepys, M.R., afterwards Lord Cottenham, in the case of 
the Attorney-General v. The Mayor of Liverpool (1 
M. & Cr. 210), that it had.“ become. the invariable 
practice, when any act involving breach of trust is in- 
tended to be done, though not in its consequences irre- 
mediable, where, for instance, trustees contract to sell 
without proper care, or in a way which the parties in- 
terested consider inconsistent with the trust, to apply 
to the Court to prevent them;” and Lord St. Leonards, 
in his book on Vendors and Purchasers (14th ed.), p. 216, 
lays it down as an established proposition that “ where 
trustees for sale of an estate enter into a contract, which 
would be deemed a breach of trust, equity will not only 
refuse to interfere in favour of the purchaser, but will 
even, at the suit of the cestuis que trust, restrain the 
trustees from executing the contract, and the purchaser 
will be left to his remedy at law.” Notwithstanding 
this broad statement of the rule there has been a singular 
absence of judicial authority upon the question how far 
the Court will, at the instance of the cestuis que trust, 
interfere by injunction to restrain the completion of a 
contract for sale entered iato by trustees under circum- 
stances involving a breach of trust when the purchaser 
is not in any way a participator in such breach. This 
point is of sufficient importance when standing by itself, 
but it becomes a matter of still greater consequence when 
considered in connection with the further question, how 
far the use by trustees for sale of depreciatory condi- 
tions constitutes a breach of trust, of which the cestwis 
que trust may take advantage to prevent the sale being 
carried out. Itis obviously impossible, in most cases, 
for a purchaser buying under special conditions of sale 
to know, at the time when he enters into the contract, 
how far such conditions are warranted by the title, and, 
therefore, assuming that the use of such conditions may 
amount to a breach of trust, any such purchaser may 
find himself in the unpleasant position of running a 
double risk of being involved in a Chancery suit, for 
on the one hand any of the cestuis que trust may institute 

ings to restrain the completion. of. the sale, while 
on the other hand his vendors, the trustees, may filetheir 
bill for specific performance of the contract. That these 
are not imaginary but really substantial risks is clearly 
shown by the two cases of. Dance v. Goldingham (21 
W. K. 572, 761, L. K. 8 Ch. 902) and Lede v. Oakes. (13 
W. K. 204, 4 De G. J, & 8, 505). 

The more recent of these two cases is particularly in- 
structive as combining both the points above referred to, 





In the first place it decided that the unnecessary use of, 
depreciatory conditions by fiduciary vendors co; 

such a breach of trust as will entitle any of the cestuis gue 
trust to stop the sale from being carried out ; in the second, 
place it determined that the equity of the cestui que 
trust thus to ‘stop the sale will prevail. against an inno, 
cent purchaser. Neither of these points had ever before 
been directly the subject of judicial decision. It is true 
that the first point had been under. discussion in Rede y,, 
Oakes (ubi sup.), in which case.'Turner, L.J., was of opinion. 
that the depreciatory condition there used came. so 
near to being. a breach of trust as to prevent the 
trustees from obtaining a decree for specific perform, 
ance against the purchaser, but it is to be observed that 
in that case the validity of the sale was rendered. ques. 
tionable by other things besides the depreciatory condi.. 
tion, and the Lords Justices declined to hold that the use. 
of that condition amounted to an actual breach of trust,. 
The second point above mentioned, as to the balance of 
the equities of the cestwis que trust and an innocent 
purchaser, was still less covered by authority. Although, 
there are cases, as for instance Jenkins v. Jones (8 W.R,: 
270, 2 Gif. 99), in which it has been held that a pur 
chaser who has entered into a contract with fiduciary, 
vendors with knowledge of some impropriety on. the 
part of the vendors in the conduct of the sale, is liable to 
have his contract set aside at the instance of the benefi- 
ciary, yet it seems that before Dance v. Goldingham (ubi 
sup.) there was no case in which the question had arisen, 
without the purchaser being in some way conscious of or. 
implicated in the breach of trust. 


The questions decided in Dance v. Goldingham could! 
scarcely have presented themselves in a simpler form 
For although the bill contained several collateral charges 
of misconduct against the trustees, these were entirely 
abandoned on the hearing before the Lords Justices, 
The circumstances of the case were as follows:—By# 
deed of settlement, dated in 1819, real estate was settled: 
upon a. husband and wife for their lives, with re- 
mainder to their first and other sons in tail. Bya 
deed, dated the 12th. March, 1858, the estate tail of the 
eldest son of the marriage was barred, and the estate was 
vested in trustees for sale, subject to the estate of the 
surviving tenant for life ; the trusts of the proceeds of sale 
being to pay off certain charges, and to distribute the 
surplus amongst a class of beneficiaries. Upon the death 
of the tenant for life in April, 1872, the trustees pro- 
ceeded to sell the property. The deed of 1819 had been 
mislaid, and the trustees, although they made many in- 
quiries, were unsuccessful in their endeavours to find it. 
They thought it would be injudicious to announce the 
loss and expensive to supply evidence of it; so, as they 
were expressly empowered by the deed of 1858 to sell 
“undersuch special or other conditions or stipulations as to 
title or evidence of title or other matters” as to them 
should seem fit, they put up the property for sale by” 
auction under a condition that the title should “commence 
with an indenture dated the 12th day of March, 1858, 
under which the premises became vested in the vendors 
as trustees for sale, and no earlier or other title shall be 
called for or required except at the purchaser's expense 
in all things.” At the auction one of the trustees, who 
was a solicitor, explained the reason why an earlier title 
could not be given at the vendor's expense. The property 
was knocked down to a bond fide purchaser for £9,000. 
The suit was instituted on behalf of an infant who was 
entitled to only one thirty-fifth share of the residue. 
The bill prayed for the execution of the trusts, and for 
an injunetion to restrain the vendors from executing, and 
the purchaser from accepting, a conveyance of the estate. 
The case came on to be heard upon motion for am in- 
junction in those terms. There was a great deal of con- 
tradictory evidence upon the question whether or not the 
estate. had. been sold at an undervalue or the sale had 
been prejudiced by the conditions. Vice-Chancellor 
Malins refused the injunction. His Honour considered 
that the conditions were improper, but he was not 
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satisfied that’ the sale. had been prejudiced by them, 
gud he was of opinion: that the Court ought not to 
in‘a case’ where the plaintiffs interest was so 
small, and that the purchaser, since he had not been 
mixed up with the “‘i ity,” was entitled to have 
his‘ contract’ carried out (21 W. R. 572). The Lords 
Justices‘reversed this decision and granted the injunc- 
tion, They-considered that the conditions were so un- 
justifiably depreciatory as to make the use of them a 
preach of trust; that any cestui que trust, however 
gmall might be his interest in the trust property, had a 
right to prevent the sale from being made; and that the 
, having a mere contract for a purchase, which 
by reason of the breach of trust he could neither 
enforce against his vendors nor have enforced against 
him, had no right “to ask the Court to allow the trus- 
tees'to execute a conveyance having its origin in a breach 
oftrust, when, before the thing was completed, he had 
notice of the irregularity whivh had been committed.” 
So far as the practical result of this decision is con- 
cerned there may be some ground for feelings of appre- 
hension. Its effect may be regarded as unfortunate to 
‘every person concerned in the sale of trustproperty; to the 
trustee as adding to the risks attached to his office; to the 
purchaser as exposing him to litigation, however honest 
and innocent may be his conduct; to the cestwi que trust 
astending to diminish the number of bidders at any sale 
where the state of the title makes it requisite to have 
tecourse to special conditions. We, however, are con- 
cerned here to discuss the legal rather than the practical 
bearing of the decision. Let us first consider the ques- 
tion as to the relative equities of the purchaser and the 


. etui que trust. On the one hand we find it clearly 


established by a long series of authorities, commencing 
with Lord Eldon’s decision in Mortlock v. Buller (10 
Ves. 292), that where a contract for sale of a trust 
estate has been entered into under circumstances 
amounting to a breach of trust, the purchaser has 
no right, even as against the trustees who entered 
into the agreement with him, to have the contract 
carried out. On the other hand we find it equally 
well established that a cestui que trust has a right 
te an injunction to restrain his trustees from com- 
nitting an intended breach of trust. It is difficult to 
suggest any ground for holding that a purchaser ought, 
whilst the contract remains uncompleted, to have any 
greater rights than the trustee through whom he claims, 
especially when it is borne in mind that the equity of 
the beneficiary is ex naturd rei prior in point of time to 
that of the purchaser. The other question, whether the 
unnecessary use by trustees for sale of depreciatory 
enditions amounts to a breach of trust, seems on general 
principles to be clear. The use of such conditions, of course 
tends to diminish the amount realised by the sale, and it 
isplainly the chief duty of a trustee for sale to sell the 
Property to the best advantage. That the condition em- 
ployed in Dance v. Goldingham was depreciatory and 
wimecessary can scarcely be doubted. 


Tn that case there were, nevertheless, circumstances 
which rendered the decision a very hard one for the 
trustees. They appear to have acted to the best 
oftheir judgment in a matter calling for some considera- 
tion and ingenuity, and their trust deed expressly em- 
powered them to sell under any special conditions they 
should think proper. Provisions of this kind, however, 
are notoriously hollow and deceptive; and it would be 
well for trustees to know that neither honesty of pur- 
pese nor ample-looking powers can be any protection if 
acts are done tending to the damage of their cestuis que 
trust. The result of the decision may be to increase the 

cations to the Court of Chancery for advice and 
tion under Lord St. Leonards’ Act (22 & 23 Vict, e. 
$5); for it now seems clear that where ona sale by 
trustees special conditions are needed the effect of whieh 
Will be depreciatory, the trustees cannot be considered 


~ absolutely safe unless they act under the direction of 


Court, 





REVIEWS. 


MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE. 


The Principles and Practicé of Medical Jurisprudence. 
By Atrrep Swarme Tartor, M.D., F.R.S., &. &e. 
Second Edition. London: J. & A. Churchill. 


Dr. Taylor here presents us with a second edition of 
his larger work (now expanded into two volumes), which 
was first published long after his Manual had obtained 
a wide circulation and an established authority. Travel- 
ling over the same ground as in the Manual the author 
treats of its topics with a much greater minuteness and 
copiousness of detail. This mode of treatment, which 
makes the work more useful to members of his own pro- 
fession, necessarily renders it less adapted to the ordinary 
use of the lawyer, who can hardly direct his attention to 
more than the salient points of medical evidence, and is 
seldom qualified, even if he could command the leisure, 
to follow intelligently its minute details. The same 
reason must excuse us from attempting to estimate this 
part of the work, for the value of which, however, Dr. 
Taylor's reputation will be a sufficient voucher. Our 
concern is rather with those parts of that mixed region 
cf medical and legal science which partake more of the 
latter than the former. To this division belong the 
numerous reports of cases with which the author, partly 
from his own experience and partly from other sources, has 
illustrated the subject. Of these we must say that 
many, though curious and interesting, seem to throw no 
light on the subject of medical evidence, and are con- 
nected with it only by a very slender thread; some are 
told with a detail which seems quite unnecessary; and 
not a few are neither interesting nor instructive. With 
respect to one of the case: referred to at some length, 
the Waterloo Bridge murder, we notice that Dr. Taylor 
evidently gives no credit to the very strange story that was 
some time since circulated in the newspapers, and which 
represented the whole affair as a ghastly hoax, got up by @ 
medical penny-a-liner for the purpose of relieving his peeu- 
niary embarrassments by a startling contribution to the 
newspapers. A careful perusal of Dr. Taylor's descriptionof 
the appearances of the dead body makes this story appear 
highly improbable; and until some one appears to give his 
personal warrant to the narrative, we shall be inclined to 
think that not the deposit of the dead body on the pier 
of Waterloo Bridge, but the recent story of its deposit 
there, is the work of the embarrassed penny-a-liner. In 
dealing with the question of the legal presumption of 
death and of survivorship, the author seems to travel a 
little beyond his beat, and narrates cases bearing upon 
the point with little discrimination, and apparently 
without being aware that death is presumed by law after 
the expiration of seven years from the time of a man 
being last heard of. 

Upon the subject of wounds the author is more at 
home. He regrets the want of a fixed definition of the 
word wound in medical phraseology, and suggests the 
adoption of the definition sanctioned in some foreign 
states, which “includes any personal injury, suddenly 
arising from any kind of violence applied externally, 
whether such injury is external or internal.” He admits, 
however, that this would be very contrary to common 
usage, and this is certainly a very reasonable objection, 
and requires a strong reason of practical convenience to 
overbalance it. But we doubt whether any considerable 
practical difficulty arises from the use of the word in its 
better understood sense. It is now clearly settled that 
any injury which causes a rupture of the skin, internal 
or external, is a wound, and that it is a wound whether 
inflicted with or without an instrument (see Reg. v. 
Bullock, 16 W. R. 405, L. Ro 1 CC. 115). Any injuries 
which do not fall under this class, and which it is worth 
while to provide for specially, are comprised in the wards 
“ grievous bedily harm.” ‘The only doubt is whether it 
would not be as well to have these more general words 
standing alone; but that doubt is answered by the con- 
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sideration that it is desirable to indicate the general 
nature of the injury contemplated, which is not meant 
to include, for instance, injury by poisoning. The effect 
of the combination of expressions is to guard against 
any commission of the worst forms of violent attack, 
even though the consequences may not be serious, and 
to provide equally against serious injuries produced by 
means violent but not in themselves so much to be 
dreaded. The description of the manner in which 
wounds may be caused, and of the evidence presented by 
their form and position, or of the instruments by which 
they were inflicted ; and in the case of projectiles of the 
distance and direction from which the projectile came, is 
one of the most curious and interesting parts of the 
work ; these points have, it is well known, often formed a 
striking feature in cases of circumstantial evidence, and 
are of constant occurrence in ordinary cases of assault. 


Turning to the part of the work which deals with the 
question of insanity, especially in its relation to crimi- 
nal responsibility, we are disappointed at meeting rather 
with a wilderness of cases, and of particular and not 
always very consistent criticisms, than with any clear 
or methodical analysis, or any well marked line of rea- 
soning. The cases indeed seem to be rather collected 
with the view of establishing the correctness of the 
opinion often expressed by the author, that each case 
must be judged by its own circumstances, than arranged 
with the view of presenting a comprehensive outline of 
their leading features. We rise from the perusal of 
these chapters with a strong persuasion that a very 
large proportion of the persons whose insanity has 
been affirmed by a jury, or certified by medical 
practitioners, were just as sane as most of the 
world, and with a _ conviction that not merely 
medical witnesses, but even medical men appointed by 
the Crown or the Court to report upon alleged lunatics 
are quite as liable to err as juries. With regard to tests 
of insanity, Dr. Taylor, as has already been intimated, is 
of opinion that, though there are some decisive tests of 
insanity, there is no test of universal application. As 
this is the result of his extensive experience, we have no 
doubt that he is right, but yet, after reading through the 
numerous cases which he has collected, we are much 
struck with the penetration and general applicability of 
Dr. Abercromby’s description of the essential quality of 
insanity as consisting in “a loss of the faculty of atten- 
tion—that power by which we are capable of changing, 
controlling, arresting, or fixing the current of our 
thoughts,” for even in such an extraordinary case as that 
of the lunatic who incessantly licked the bare walls of his 
cell under the impression that he was tasting delicious 
fruits, it did not follow that because he derived this 
peculiar sensation he should therefore lick the walls of 
his cell; he would not have done so if he had been 
capable of “controlling the current of his thoughts.” 
With respect to the test of criminal responsibility, Dr. 
Taylor arrives at a more definite conclusion, which he 
states thus—* The true test for irresponsibility in all 
doubtful cases appears to be whether the person at the 
time of the commission of the crime had or had not a 
sufficient power of control to govern his actions.” Now, 
itis remarkable how closely this corresponds with Dr. 
Abercromby’s test of insanity; and if, instead of the 
word commission, were substituted the words “ contem- 
plation and commission” (for a sane man may easily be 
destitute of the power of self-control at the moment of 
action), we believe it would afford a satisfactory and 
more intelligible test than that which is commonly 
adopted. The legal test of knowledge or conscious- 
ness of right and wrong, though plausible in appearance, 
so constantly breaks down in practice as to be really 
almost worthless. Again, if we look to the essential re- 
quisite of a crime, the mens rea, it is impossible to say it 
existe if there was really no power of control in the 
agent. And if we look to the deterrent purposes of 
criminal law, there can be no check from deterrent 
motives where the mind is really incapable of governing 





its impulses. On the other hand, if this test were pre. 
sented to the minds of the jury as the governing cop. 
sideration, we believe that many unsatisfactory verdicts 
of insanity would be avoided; for we believe it to be 
true that an ordinary man can more easily judge of the 
existence of a power of self-control in another than of the 
much more complex question of the degree of in’ 

which he possesses; and that a jury would often hesitate 
to negative that power of self-control, where they now 
bring in a verdict of insanity merely out of the confusion 
produced in their minds by the attempt to grapple with a 
difficult intellectual problem. 

Before parting with this interesting work we must 
notice the two prefatory chapters on Medical Evidence, 
which, though written for medical witnesses, may be 
perused by lawyers with equal advantage. They are the 
result of the author’s long practical experience in courts 
of justice, and are not wanting in good stories as well 
as in sound advice. From the former we extract the 
following :—“ I was once present at a trial for murder 
by poison, when, in the course of a cross-examination, 
counsel for the prisoner asked the medical witness what 
remedy or antidote he had employed when he was first 
called to attend the deceased. He appealed to the judge 
to know whether he was bound to answer such a ques. 
tion as that. Judge: ‘Yes, unless you have reason to 
believe that your antidote killed the deceased ; in that 
case you are not bound to answer it.’ The question was 
immediately answered.” We observe that Dr. Taylor, 
like many of his profession, is in favour of scientific 
referees or assessors. We cannot concur with this opinion, 
not certainly for the singular reason which he quotes 
from Mr. Fitzjames Stephen, but on the ground that it 
scarcely ever happens, or in the nature of things can 
happen, that any question arises on a trial involving the 
application of scientific knowledge, which does not in- 
volve also the appreciation of the general evidence, which 
it is the function of the jury to determine upon. 
The case of the nautical assessors to the Admiralty 
affords no parallel; they and the judge together perform 
the whole function of a jury. To admit of the proposed 
arrangement it would be necessary that the jury should 
make a preliminary finding as a basis for the reference to 
the experts ; which is a practical impossibility. 








NOTES. 


A curious picture of the administration of justice on the 
West Coast of Africa is drawn by a correspondent of the 


Times, writing from Free Town. He says that although 
nothing could be more unsuitable to the country than the 
practice and procedure of the English Common Law and 
Equity Courts, yet it is adopted there. There are a Chief 
Justice and an Assistant Judge, whose combined salaries 
and allowances, with those of the officials immediately 
attached to the courts, exceed £5,000 a year. Neither of 
these officials in the course of a year has as much genuine 
bond fide business before him as an English County Court 
Judge transacts in the course of a week. little business 
is, however, artificially manufactured for them. A boxing 
match between two natives, both probably of the most 
limited means, will occupy for days the time of the 
Supreme Court. The declaration will contain half-a-dozen 
counts for assault and battery and for oral slander, these 
forms being varied as far as the skill of the pleader and 
the resources of Bullen & Leake will allow, and will pro- 
bably wind up with a count for the conversion of a cala- 
bash, thrown during the fray, worth possibly threepence. 
The usual methed of legislating in this enlightened 
colony is for the Legislative Council, about once in every 
eight years, to a very short ordinance, enacting, 
‘That all laws and statutes which were in force with 

the realm of England on the —— day of —— not being in- 
consistent with any Royal Charter in force in this colony, 
or with any letter or letters patent, or Order in Couneil 
issued in pursuance thereof, or with any ordinance in 
force in this colony, or with any rules made in pursuance 
of any such ordinance, shall be deemed and taken to be ia 
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—— 
force in this colony, and shall be applied to the adminis. 
tration of justice, so far as local circumstances will permit.” 


There has been a good deal of discussion at New York of 
Iate on law reporting, and the Bar Association of that 
city have recently issued some suggestions on the subject. 
Itis proposed that the management of the law reports shall be 
yested in @ council of ten, the majority of whom are to be 
elected by the association. It is modestly suggested that, to 
start the enterprise, the Legislature shall grant a sum of 
20,000 dols. per annum, and that each member of the bar 
shall guarantee 250 dols. per annum, for three years. As 
there are at least 7,000 members of the bar, the Albany 
law Journal thinks that if this proposal is adopted, the 
council will have credit enough to transact all the law re- 

ing business in the universe. The expense to the 
easion of the reports is to be increased, and the control 
over the selection of cases for reporting isto be given 
tothe judges, who are to be required, on delivering an 
ion, to cause to be endorsed thereon ‘‘ to be reported” 
or ‘not to be reported.” It seems to be imagined that by 
the adoption of this scheme all competing reports will be 
driven out of the field; but, as to this, the journal above 
remarks that the adoption of a somewhat similar 
scheme in England has not had this effect. ‘‘We have on 
the table before us four different series of English reports, 
embracing in part the same courts and the same cases. 
Oneprepared and issued under the supervision of the ‘ Incor- 
porated Society of Law Reporting,’ and the others by 
peed enterprise, and we are not certain which report is 
the best.’ 


With reference to the certificate duty we find the follow- 


_ ing important remarks in the report of the Council of the 


og lage Law Society of Dublin, printed in the Jrish 
Taw Times of last week:—‘‘In January last your Council 
wrote to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
London, requesting to know, in view ofthe (then) approach- 

session of Parliament, whether they thought that any 

what steps could be taken, with reasonable prospects of 
success, to obtain the reduction of this duty, and your 
Council received an answer from that society, dated 5th 
February, 1873, saying that théir Council were of opinion 
that the reasons given by them, in answer to a similar com— 
munication made by your society at the comimencement of 
the previous session of Parliament, still applied with equal, 
ifnot greater, foree; also that their Council had recently 
had an interview with the Lord Chancellor on the subject 
of solicitors’ remuneration, and had been assured that a 
Measure would be introduced into Parliament by the 
Government for the purpose of facilitating the transfer of 
land, and that should the same become law, it would, of 
course, be most desirable that some corresponding change 
thould be made in the mode in which solicitors were to “ 
Ttemunerated, and that their Council, therefore, considered 
that it would not be wise to attempt any agitation for the 
reduction of the certificate duty noes the consideration 
ofthe more important matter to which they referred. Upon 


teeiving that communication, your Council immediately 
a copy of it to the Provincial Law Societies at 

Belfast, Cork, and Waterford, and it seemed to be considered 
ient to go forward in the matter without having the 

ce and co-operation of the profession in England, 
pn, under the circumstances stated, your Council could 
pe. 


A correspondent draws attention to the following adver- 
Yertisement, which he has extracted from the Daily News 
of Wednesday last :— 
be EDWIN JAMES may be CONSULTED, preparatory to the 

commencement of legal proceedings, upon questions of American 
aad English Jaw, by parties in financial difficulties, and in all matters 
@a confidential character.—9, New Burlington-street, W. 


A Canadian contem refers to an opinion of Judge 
Brockenbrough, presiding at a moot court in bs 
aad Lee University, and published in the Southern Law 
Review, in which he very ably disousses an intricate 
question in the law of dower, but, having occasion to refer 
to the Fine and Recovery Act of Virginia, passed in 1776, 
he cannot resist the temptation to indulge in some tall talk 





and proceeds to eulogise the Act in the following terms :— 
‘<The whole pestilent brood of estates tail fell, as by the 
touch of Ithuriel’s spear, and, at one fell swoop, peri 

in an instant, by the mere operation of law !” 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


INTERLOCUTORY APPLICATIONS AT THE ROLLs. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Your readers will be interested to learn that the 
Master of the Rolls has decided that any interlocutory ap- 
plication which can be made to him in court may be made 
in chambers, and that the distinction between matters for 
court and matters for chambers is intended as a guide to 
the Chief Clerks, and not as any limitation of the judge’s 
own powers. 

The case which gave rise to this expression of his 
Honour’s opinion was an application on the part of a 
creditor and contributory, who had presented a petition to 
wind up a limited company, for an injunction under section 
85 of the Companies Act, 1867, to restrain a pending action 
against the company. The Chief Clerk, on the ground 
that it was not the practice to grant injunctions in 
chambers, refused to entertain the application, but on the 
summons being taken before the Master of the Rolls, his 
Honour granted the injunction, notwithstanding 
opposition on the part of the creditor who had brought the 
action. 

Hitherto the practice has been to grant such an injunc- 
tion on motion ¢r parte, the applicant giving the usual 
undertaking as to damages. An order om summons is less 
expensive, often more expeditiously obtained, and not being 
made ex parte does not necessarily involve any under- 
taking as to damages. 

The name of the company was the Stadil Fiord Recla- 
mation Company (Limited), and the order was made on 
the 3lst December, 1873. 

Lakes, Beaumont & LAKE. 








COURTS. 
COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Befure Mr. Registrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Dec. 24.—In re F. L. Cotton, 

The rule in Ex parte Waring (19 Ves. 345) does not 
apply where the liquidation by arrangement of the acceptor of 
the bills has been terminated, and a composition has been 
accepted by his creditors under section 28 of the Bankruptey 
Act, 1869. 

This was an application on behalf of the London and 
North-Western Bank that the proceeds of certain goods 
shonld be applied in payment of bills of exchange drawn 
by Messrs. Steele and Son upon the debtor. 

Messrs. M. Steele and Son, soap manufacturers, of Liver- 
pool, had been in the habit, for a considerable time before- 
the filing by Cotton of a petition for liquidation, of forward- 
ing through Cotton quantities of soap for consignment 
abroad. Against those goods bills were drawn by Messrs 
Steele and Son upon Cotton, a merchant of London, and 
accepted by him and discounted with the bank. In Feb- 
ruary, 1873, Cotton filed a petition for liquidation, and at 
the first meeting of creditors a trustee was appointed, 
and a resolution passed for a liquidation by arrangement. 
In May, Cotton made a proposal to his creditors under the 
twenty-eighth section for payment of a composition of five 
shillings in the pound by instalments, which was mance 2704 
and the creditors granted the debtor his discharge the 
Court confirmed the arrangement. In February, 1873, Steele 
and Son also filed a petition for liquidation, under which a 
trustee was appointed and a resolution passed for a liquida- 
tion by arrangement. 

F. Rnight appeared in support of the application; F. 
Thompson, for the trustee, opposed it. 

Murray, Registrar, said it seemed to be admitted that 
if both estates had been liquidated by arrangement, the 
bank, as the holder of the bills, would have been entitled, 
upon the principle of the case of Er parte Waring (19 Ves. 
345), to the proceeds of the goods in payment of the bills 
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drawn against-them. But in this case the. creditors had 
resolved to aecept a composition of five shillings in the 


pound, and they had given the debtor his discharge, and 


by the terms of the resolution the liquidation by arrange- 
ment was annulled. There was nothing to show that the 
bank had raised any objection to the confirmation of the 
resolution, or that any claim had been advanced in regard 
to the equitable right of the bank, and the Court was 
unable now to accede to the application, inasmuch as it no 
longer possessed any control over the estate of the debtor, 
the same having become revested in him by virtue of the 
resolutions. 
Application refused.— Times: 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Horatio ALFRED ApAMsoN, solicitor, North Shields, 
has been appointed Town Clerk for the borough of Tyne- 
month. Mr. Adamson was admitted in 1863. 

Mr. Henry Mason Jackaman, solicitor, Ipswich, has 
been elected Coroner for Ipswich, his father, Mr. Simon 
Batley Jackaman, who has held the office for upwards of 
fifty years, having resigned. Mr. H. M. Jackaman was 
admitted in 1864. 

Mr. James Epwarp Davis, police magistrate for Sheffield, 
has been appointed Legal Adviser tothe Metropolitan Police 
Force. Mr. Davis, who, as a matter of course, resigns his 
office of magistrate at Sheffield, was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1842. 

Mr. Henry Deane, solicitor, of Loughborough, has been 
elected Coroner for the nor thern division of Leicestershire, 
in-suecession to Mr. J. Gregory. Mr. Deane was admitted 
in 1862. 

Mr. Ricnarp Mitts Ewneuisx, solicitor, of Stamford, 
Lincolnshire, has been appointed Clerk to the magistrates 
of that borough, in the place of Mr. James Edward Atter, 
solicitor, resigned. Mr. English was admitted in 1868. 








OBITUARY. 


CHIEF BARON PIGOTT. 


The Right Hon. David Richard Pigott, Chief Baron of 
the Court of Exchequer in Ireland, died on the 22nd ult. at 
his residence in Merrion-square, Dublin, in the 73rd year of 
his age. His Lordship had for some time been ailing, and 
had been confined to his house during Michaelmas Term and 
the ensuing. after-sittings; but was not sufficiently ill to 
be compelled to keep to his room. On the Wednesday 
previous to his death, however, his illness assamed a 

character, and after Friday no hopes were enter- 
tained of his recovery. He was the son of Dr. Pigott, a 
physician in considerable ice at Kilworth, near Fermoy, 
in the county of Cork. was educated at Trinity College, 
Dublin, and in 1826 was called to the bar and chose the 
Munster Circuit. He speedily attained a considerable 
business and became noted for his skill in the management 
of cases and his success with juries, and not less for his know- 
ledge of law. When only of nine years’ standing at the bar 
he was (in 1835) made a King’s Counsel, in 1839 a 
bencher of the King’s Inns and Solicitor-General. In the same 
year he — ~ ae as a for pecom wd 
succeeding . Perrin, and he continued to represent t 
borough until 1646. In 1840 he succeeded to the office of 
Attorney-General, and was sworn in a member of the Privy 
Council. In 1845 he was appointed one of the visitors of May- 
nooth College, and in 1846, on the advancement of the late 
Sir Maziere Brady to the post of Lord Chancellor of Ire- 
land, Mr. Pigott was appointed his successor in the office of 
Lord Chief Baron of the Exchequer in Ireland. During the 
long term of twenty-seven years for which the late judge 
«ccaypied this high povition he earned the high respect and 
esectn Of the profession. There are few public men, says 
@ Dublin journal, whose loss will be more sincerely fi 
As a learned and spright judge, and a kind and courteous 
geutieman, he was universally esteemed. He was one of the 
most accomplished and able lawyers of his day, and his 
judgments werealways regarded with the untmont deference, be- 
cates tt wae felt that they werefounded upona deep knowledge 
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of the principles-and practice of the law acquired in his 
training for the: bar, and s 
pee on po bench. He a his court with a 
calm dignity and patient diligence which impressed eve: 
win Withee’ his judicial conduct. The care and assiduit 


which he bestowed upon every case were extraordinary, If 


he failed at any time to do substantial justice it was 

from excess of caution and a scrupulous impartiality, which 
led him to sift the smallest grain of testimony and weigh 
every legal point with a nicety perhaps rather too elaborate 
for the practical. purposes of life. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held.on 
Thursday last, the following being. present, viz.—Mr, 
Desborengh (chairman), Mr. Steward, Mr. Carpenter, Mr. 
Kelly, Mr. W. S. Masterman, Mr. Sawtell, Mr. Sidney 
Smith, Mr. Styan, and Mr. Boodle (Secretary), a grant of 
£30 was made to the daughter of a deceased member, 
a sum of £33 was distributed among the widow and, 
daughters of three deceased non-members, and two new. 
members were elected. 





LEGAL ITEMS, 


It is stated that Sir William Bodkin will retire from the. 
position of assistant judge at the commencement of this year 


The Master of the Rolls sat at the Rolls House on Wednes 
day last to hear pressing applications, and will again sit on 
Wednesday next if required. 


The Judicature Bill of the Attorney-General of Victoria, . 
framed on the model of Lord Selborne’s measure, has. been, 
laid aside by the Legislative Council after an hour's debate. 


It is rumoured. says the London correspondent of:a 
contemporary, that Mr. Charles Edward Lewis, the member 
for Londonderry city, will receive the appointment of 
Opposition whip in the room of Mr. Gerard Noel. 


The Prince of Wales has promised the benchers of the 
Middle Temple to sit for his portrait, to be placed in their 
hall, after his return from Russia, and he has intimated that 
he should prefer Mr. Watts to be the artist employed. 


The nomination of Attorney-General Williams to be Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States is still 
unconfirmed, the Senate Judiciary Committee being, it is 
stated, engaged in soveetignting various charges which have 
been made against Mr. Williams. 


Various misstatements have been current in the papers 


during the week as to the gentlemen who were recently ap- 
pointed by the Committee of Judges to draft the new 

of procedure. We announced the names of the three gentle- 
men selected, in our issue of November 29th. 


The Manchester Guardian understands that no decision 
has yet been come td with _-% to the site for a new county 
court building in that city. The old police courts in Bridge- 
street have been inspected, and a semi-official opinion exe: 
pressed that the building might be adapted to the purposes 
of a county court, 


The death of Associate-Justice Samuel Nelson, late of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, occurred on the 13th 
ult. He had held many judicial positions of eminence, 
having served twenty-two years upon the bench of the New 
York State, and twenty-seven upon the Supreme Bench of 
the United States. He resigned this position just a year 
ago, 

The Englishand Irish ju 
year are Lord Westbury, Sir William Bovill, Sir 
Uhannell, Sir John Wickens, Chief Baron Pigott, Mr. 
Justice Lynch, and Dr. Lushington. Other deaths in legal 
circles have been Sir William Alexander, Q.C., Mr. 7. 
Chisholm Anstey, Sir George Rose, Mr, T. H. Haddan, 
Mr. Hope-Scott, Chief Justice Chase (United States), Mr. 
Serjeant Bellasis, Mr. Serjeant O'Brien, and Mr. Edm 
F. Moore, QC. 


The will of Sir George Rose, late of Hyde Paleo 
was proved, says the Liustrated London Nows, on the 1204 


ho have died during the 
who ve die W. ?. 
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an... 
inst., by Alfred Leaf and Walter Leaf, the nephews, two of 
the executors, Sir Thomas een executor named 
jn the will, paring reine 


cutors 800 guineas.as'a mark of: his.esteem, and the rest of 
his property he distributes among his nieces and nephews, 
prt sister, Mrs. Nimmo. 

The officers of the Bristol County Court lately made an 
application to the Treasury for an increase in their salaries 
from the 1st October last. In xeply they have received an 
intimation that their request will be complied with, and the 
following are the. advances made:—Messrs.. Thorne and 

m, from £91 to £104; Mr. M*Donnell, from £85 16s. 
to £98 16s.; Mr. Goddard, from £83 4s. to £93 12s:; Messrs. 
Tiloney and Lloyd, from £83 4s. to £91; Mr. Bucknell, at 

¢ £83. 4s., to. remain the same; Mr. Bennett, from 

§ 10s: to £80 12s. In addition to this, each officer is to 

receive a yearly increase of £2 12s., until his salary amounts 
to £117 per annum. 


The dispute between the Irish law officers and the coroners 
a3 to jurisdiction, to which we referred some little time 80, 
was revived on Monday in a poisoning case at Portobello 
Barracks.. An inquest was hell, but as the accused was not 

+ it was adjourned. The coroner commented upon 
unsatisfactory state of things now existing, and ex- 
a hope that the law would soon be settled. The 
prisoner was charged before one of the police istrates, 
and an application was made to the magistrate to have the 
prisoner transferred to the coroner’s court, but he stated 
that-he had no authority to comply with it. The prisoner 
was remanded for a week, and in the meantime an 
application will be made to the Queen’s Bench for a habeas 
corpus, 

Our complaints, says the Zimes, of incomprehensible 
statutes find an echo across the Atlantic. The Secretary of 
the United States’ Treasury reports that since March, 1861, 
there have been thirty-four Acts or Resolutions passed in 
that country relating to import duties, and that ‘‘ there is 
often 'a direct conflict between different statutes, and occa- 
sionally between two provisions of the same statute, and 
single provisions are frequently held to embrace different 
meanings.”” These differences can be settled only by arbi- 
trary interpretations or by adjudications in court; and, 
¢onsequently, protests and appeals to the Treasury are of 
daily occurrence, and suits about duties crowd the calendars 
ofthe Courts. In the fiscal year 1872-73 there were 4,731 
statutory appeals to the Treasury on tariff questions. 


We learn from Who's Who in 1874 that the oldest mem- 
ber of her Majesty's Privy Council is Lord St. Leonards, 


aged 98. The oldest Baron is also Lord St. Leonards, ! 
0. 


ldest Judge in England is the Right Hon. Sir Fitzroy 
Kelly, Lord Chief Baron of the Court of Exchequer, aged 
78; the youngest, the Right Hon. Sir George Jessel, Master 
ofthe Rolls, aged 49. ‘The oldest Judge in Ireland is the 
Right Hon. J. H. Monahan, Chief Justice of the Court of 
Common Pleas, 70 ; the youngest, the Right Hon. 
Michael Morris, Common Pleas, aged 47, The oldest 
Scotch Lord of Session is Hercules J, Robertson, Lord 
Benholme, aged 79 ; the youngest Lord Shand, aged: 46, 
The oldest Recorder in England is Thomas Batty Addison, 
Recorder of Preston, aul 87; the youngest, George E. 
Dering, Recorder of Faversham, aged 33. 


Referring to the discussion which has arisen in Dublin as 
to the ma ‘* right” of the Irish Attorney-General to the 
vacant judgeship, the Irish co dent of the Times says, 
“The has been, so far as the Common Law Courts 
are concerned, to recognize the Attorney-General’s claims as 
paramount. The only exception, at least in modern times, 
Which can be quoted 1. the Chief Justiceship of the Queen's 
Bench, which in.1846 was filled by the translation of Mr. 

burn from the Mastership of the Rolls, and the ap- 
pointment of Mr. Smith, then Attorney-General, to the 

which he vacated, but that was owing to a,flasco of the 
Attorney-General in sending a challenge to Mr. Fitzgibben, 
QC., in the heat of excitement during the O'Connell riot 
trials. This was regarded as a bar to his promotion to the 
Common Law Bonch. There was another transfer in 1852, 
when Mr. Blackburn was created Lord Chancellor and the 
Chief Justiceship was filled by the promotion of Baron 

the Exchequer ; but on that occasion the question of 
right on the part of the Attorney-General did not arise,” 


ie personal estate is sworn , 
under £50,000. @ testator bequeaths.to each of his exe-.. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GCVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Las? Quvoration, Jan. 2, 1874. 


2 per Cent, Cousols, 91§ x d Annuities, April, ’85 9}; 

itto for Account; 92) xd Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, i90* 

3 per Cent. Reduced 91: Ex Bills, 21000, 24 per Ct. 6 dis 
New 8 per Cent., $1 Ditto, £500, Do 6 dis 


Ditto, 2100 & £200, 6 dis 

Bank of England Stock,.5 pet 
Ct. (last half-year) 253 

Ditte for Account, 


4 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, 794 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 
Do..5 per Cent., Jan.."73 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
(ndiaStk.,10$pCt.Apr.'74,205 ; Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,,’79 108 
Ditto’ 5 per Cents, July, '80 1063xd/ Ditto Debentures, per Cents, 
Ditto for Aceount,— April ,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 88 1013 Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug.’73 1005 
Ditto, ditto Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct.,£1N00 
Ditto Bnfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.94 | Dittc, ditto, ander £100» 





RAILWAY STOCK. 
| Railways. 





Paid. Ciosing Prices 











Stoek. ian 

Stock Giasgow and South-Western ...............s000 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . = 
Stock! Great Northern. ...........<ssreee -- 



































Stock! Do., A Stock*.... | 100 | 171 
Stock/Great Southern and Western of ireland ...... 100 14 
Stock! Great Western—Original...............sessseeeeeee 100 | 1293 
Lancashire and Yorkshi 100 | 148 
Stock} London, Brighton, and South Coast............, 100 89 
Stock) London, Chatham, and Dover,...........-...0»+ 100 25 
Stock}London and North-Western ............scesesee 100 155: 
Stock|Londor and South Westerd.....c.cccc0.cc-cecseee) 100 10 
Stock) Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincola 100 7 
Stock! Metropolitan meen] 108 67 
Stock} Do., District ow» 100 2ag 
Stock | Midland 100 1395 
Stock North British 100 78 
Stock} North Eastern.......00.cccco-seccsccecsececscoseecensee 100 i77. 
Stock) North London 100 1'7 
Stock | North Statfordshire 100 67 
Stock) South Devon 100 69 
Stock| South-Eastern .......... 100 1104 





* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Money Market anv Ciry Intetcre ENc™. 

There was no change made on Thursday in the Bank 
rate of 4} per cent. The proportion of reserve to liabilities 
has fallen from 449 per cent. to 39°05 per cent. The 
Christmas holidays have interfered with business in the 
railway and foreign markets. There was a general advance 
on Wednesday afternoon in railway stocks. There has 
been little activity in the foreign market. 

We extract from the Times the following statement 
showing the fluctuations in the value of money (uring 
the year 1873, amount of bullion held by the Bak of 
England, notes in circulation and reserve, and price of 
Consols at date of each alteration of Bank rate of dis- 
count :— 


Minimum Bank Bullion Notes held Reserve Price 
Rate ot held by by of of 
Diseount the Bank. the Public. Notes. Consols. 
Jan. 1* ... es» 23,373,445 25,561,205 12,812,240 a 
Jan, 9,44 p. c. ... 23,411,360 26,013,720 12,397,640 92 
Jan, 23,4 p.c. ... 23,873,330 25,161,985 13,721,345 § 
Jan. 30, * p. ¢. 24,089,700 24,857,310 14,182,390 92 
March 26, 4 p. c. 22,879,120 25,191,320 12,687,800 923 
Mey 16-3 mc, } 20,800,205 26,887,805 9,412,490 93} 5 
: » C 
May 17, 6 p. oc. ... 20,334,370 25,982,890 9,351,480 § 
9,048,560 


Sune 4,7 pre. -- 19,871,685 25,828,125 

BG p. co... 20,059,755 25,023,065 10,036,690 § 

-.. 21,625,980 26,197,890 10,426,590 

July 17, 4§ p. ©. 21,788,195 26,101,560 10,686,635 

July 24 4 p. 0. «.. 25,868.290 11,609,315 § 

Tuly 31, 3 p. 0. 23610,845 25,888,745 11,722,100 

Aug, 21, 3 p. cv. 23,969,100 25,807,075 12,471,485 
» 





ys dhe 22,938,165. 25,298,260 12,639,905 
14, 6 p. ce. » . me » esantea as 
Oot, 18° 7 pecs j 129,815 26,861,765 7,348,050 923 4 


Nov. 1, 8p. c. ... 18,757,085 25,996,765 7,760,920 — 
Nov. 7, 9 psc. ... 18,760,360 26,308,995 7,453,965 92 i 
Nov. 20, 8 p. o..c. 19,139,400 25,273,130 850.270 929 
Nov. 27, 6p. o.... 20,168,745 24,791,150 10,975,595 994 
Bp. co. ... 20,051,815 IW,NSMS 10,78R0TO 1: 
Deo, Li, 4} p. ce 21,645,600 24,822'950 12,723,550 oi] 3 


* Bank rate stood at 5 per cent, from Deo, 12, 1872. 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CHAMBERLAIN—On Dec. 27, at Holyrood House, Llandudno, 
the wife of Reginald S. : Chamberlain, pe Se age of a donate. 

Forp—On Dec. 29, at Southwick-place, Hyde-par - 
wife of Edmund §, Ford , Esq., barratr-a-law, of ore 

IncRam—On Dec. 3, at Lucknow, British India, the a ife of T. 
—_ Ingram, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, of a 

ughter. 

THIRLWALL—On Dec. 27, at the Palace, Abergwilli, the wife 
of John Thirlwall, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Wittuams—On Dec, 26, at 6, en Willows gardens, Campden-hill, 
> = s* Roland L. Vaughan Williams, barrister-at-law, 
of a daughter 

Witr1amson—On Christmas-day, at Surbiton, the wife of 
George Williamson, Esq., of Linc>In’s-inn, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

Nzison—Watrers—On Dec 30, at St. Pancras Church, Fran- 

=) Cc. P. era 3 a : barri —— oO Lincoln’s-inn, to 
mie, ae ughter ofthe late T, D’Oyly Walters, of 

Bath and Batheaston. Orly 

StzELE—Ropixson—On Dec. 30, atthe parish church, Mir- 
field, Adam Rivers Steele, of No. 44, Bloomsbury -square, and 
No. 3, Cook’s-court, Lincoln’ s-inn, solicitor, to Eleanor, 
dsughter of the late Charles Robinson, of Middleham, York- 


STREETER—WaLkER—On Dec. 31, at the parish church, Ad- 
dington, Surrey, John Soper Streeter, solicitor, of Croydon, 
Surrey, to Marion, yo' t daughter of Marmaduke Walker, 
of Addington Lodge, Addington. 

Wri1—Suiress—On Dec 26, at Brechin, Forfarshire, J. Shiress 
Will, Esq., of the Middle "Temple, barrister-at-law, to Mary 
Anne, second daughter of William Shiress, Esq., Brechin. 


DEATH, 


Forx1s—On Dec 29,at The Terrace, Turnham-green, Mr. Robert 
Finnis, solicitor, in his 52nd year. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Torspay, Dec, 23, 1873. 
UsLimitep in Caancery. 
Henley-in- irden Railway Company.—By an order of V.C. Malins, dated 
Dec 12, it was ordered that the shove oom company be wound up. Batten, 
Great George st, Westminster, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Liurrep 1s Cuancery. 

Castell Carn Dochan Gold Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors are re- 
quired, ou or before Jan 24, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims,to James Ford, Cheapside. 
Monday. Feb9 at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claimis. 

Stadil Fiord Reclamation Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 23, directed to be heard before the M.R., on Jan 17. 
Lakes and Co, New sjuare, Lincoln’s inn, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farwar, Dec. 19, 1873. 
Cox, John, Porteca, Southampton, Brewer. Jan 24. Besant v Tread- 
gold, V.C. Malins. Cole, Porteea 
Marsh, John Riley, Alvaston Grange, near Derby, Esq. Jan 21. 
Thornley v Holbrooke, V.C. Bacon. Few, Henrietta st, Covent 


garden 

Oe} Romsey, Southampton, Gent. Jan 20. May ¢ May, M.R. 
Great George st, Westminster 

Napier, James, Geelong, Australia, Broker. Jaly 31. Napier v Napier 


. Liverpool 

Robert, ledon, Surrey, see. Jan 31. Wade v 
Patterson, V-C. "Hail. Robinson. Jermyn 
Smith v Smith, 


Smith, James Gordon, Fenehurch st, Geat. "es 31. 
V.C. Hall. Adams, Old Jewry chambers 
Turner, Samuel, Norton-in-the-Moors, Stafford, Farmer. Jan 12. 
Billinge vy Tarner, M.R. Heaton, Barslem 
Tousspary, Dec, 23, 1872. 
Attfield, Charies, Farnham, Malster. Jan 24. Stratton v Attfield, M.R 
Potter, Farnham 
Bailey, Martha Harbadge, Liverpool. Jan12. Lily v Lily, V.C. Hall. 
Wynne, Chancery lane 
RES. Maneeld Farm, iper, Dactdoaiom, Jani3. Davies v 
v Hedges and Brandreth , Red Lion square 
house, King’s Norton, Worcestershire, Manu- 
way v Robioson, MR, Unsett and Page, 


Parratt, Snes Fenshaw, Effingham, Surrey, Gent. Jan 26. Par- 
ratt v Parrett, V.C. Malins. Winekworth, Abingdon st, Westmins- 
ter 


Malvern Link, W Jan 2%, ee v 
os. Smith. Proterich’s plese, O14 Jew 
Village, Agent. Jen 0. Pugh v 

VAL, Mains, Williams and Gittens, Newtown 

Wearing, Vaward Bird, Crowhurst Land Land Farm, Lindfield, ep Yeo- 

Wann. et" Weariog v Wearing, VC. Hall. Carpenter and Sons, 


, Eiza, 


——= 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Suupan, Pee. 23, 1873. 
Atkinson, Peter Law, Leeda, Gent. Jan 31. Barr and Co, 
Bartho William, Kew, near Melbourne, Victoria, Car. 
ae Jan 16. Laurie and Co, Knight Rider st, Doctora’ Com. 


Beet, Richard, Nuneaton, Warwick, Farmer. Feb 1. Nuneaton 

Berwick, George Jackson, St. Hzlens, Isle of Wight, wer. Feb 3 
Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fielde 

Brown, Catherine, Catesby, Northampton. March 2. Burton ang 


Coser, licen, ‘Wilmington Hall, K Esq. Feb 
» Kent, Esq. Febl. Desborough 
and ond Som Finsbury place South 
bg ae Oe te, Triangle terrace, Camberwe!l, Grocer. Feb 10, 
, George Kippas, Prckicdos, . D ae 
ppax, ickleden, Yor! er. Jan 12. Ivy 
Find ‘Mellor Holmarth P _ 
pm ng Robert, Maidstone, Kent, Grocer. March 25. Monckton 
and Co, Maidstone 
Galloway, Right Hon. Randolph, Earl of. Jan 31. Turner, Jermyn st 
, Liverpool, Cart Owner. Jan 17. Yates, Liverpest 
Hill, William, Clanricarde gardens, Kensington, Contractor. Feb 1, 
Doffield and Bruty, Tokenhouse yard 
Key, Annabella Homeria, Albion st, Hyde Park. Feb 1. Murray and 
ey, John Binny, le st, Esq. 
birchiu lane 


Febl, Murray and Hutchins, 
King, James, Aivechurch, Worcester, Farmer. Feb 1. Scott and 
Horton, Bromsgrove 
Moon, Rhoda, Oarsmash, Sussex. Feb 2. Cripps, Tunbridge Wells 
Mountford, Andrew, Bordesley, near Birmingham, builder, Jan 14, 
Rowlands and Co, Birmingham 
4 — Birmingham, Builder. Jan 11. Rowlands and 
Myerscough, Mary Weir, Middleton, Lancashire. Dec 29. Cobbett and 
Co, Mancheste 
yerscough, William, Middleton, Lancashire, Commercial T raveller, 
and Co, Manchester 
Parker, Henry Perlee, Blenheim villas, Gold Hawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Gent. Jan 18. Watson and Sons, Bridge rd, Hammersmith 
Parry, John, Witchampton, Dorset, Yeoman. Feb 1. Rawlins 
Perkins, William, East Grinstead, Sussex, Architect, Jan 19. Darley, 
John st, Belford row ra 
eb 1 


Pratt, Thomas Heath, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Gent. 
Coopers, Newcastle-under-Lyne 
Richardson, Mary, Rainford, Lancashire Jan 20. Jones and Oo, 
iverpool 
Straw, Samuel, Ilkeston, Derby, Farmer. Feb 4. Thurman, Alfreton 
by Be, ‘ames, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, Kent, Gent. Feb l4, 
and Webb, Clement’s inn 
Tompkins, Frances, Si -upon-Avon, Warwick. Feb 14, Lane, 
Stratford-upon-Avon 
Towlson, Joseph, Tunbridge Wells, Retired Ironmonger. Feb % 
Andrew, ‘Tunbridge Wells 
Tucker, Henry, Blackford, Somerset, Gent. Feb 6. Edwards, Wed- 
more, near Weston-supe r-Mare 
Webb, Harriet, Cheltenham, Gloucester. Jan 23. Smith, Ledbury 
Bankrupts. 
Tugspay, Dec, 23, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Coun 
Caillet,J , Manchester, Picture Dealer. Pet ec 18. Kay. Man- 
chester, Jan 15 at 9.30 
John, and Thomas Eyre, Long Buckby, Northampton, Shoe 
tlaouicte facturers. Pet Dec 19. y bennis, Northampton, Jan (2 at 3 
Chester, Farmer. Pet Dec 18. 
James, Asliagion Farin, Nrotxamberlan, Farmer. Pet Dec 
Pringle, James ortimer. Neweastie, Jan 3 at 12 
saith, Samuel Bartholomew, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Hotel Mana- 
ger. Pet Decl6. Blake. Newport, Jan 5 at 


Liquidation by west t. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF oo 
Tuxspar, Dec. 23, 1873. 

Aird, John ara » Whaley Bridge, Cheshire, Sats Dealer. Jan7 ati 


at the Joddrell arms, Whaley Bridge, Ohiesbire, “Law, Manchester 
uddersfield, York, Milliner, Jan 3 at 11 at office of 


Bottomley, ~ gE st, Ha 

La qi Mann 8 at 12 at offices of Fowler 
and Co, re chambers, Friar lane, Leicester 
Barnett, Ali — Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, 
Jan 9 at 3 at offices of y, aread Baxter chambers, Kidderminster 

oo of Blallot,& ee ae Saree nee . 

t 
b, Thomas, Manchester, Fianne! Merchant. Jan 13 at 3at 

Manchester 

co John Benjamin, and peor Pullen, Leeds, Brass Founders. 
Jan 5 at 2 at ofices of Barrel ‘Albion st, Leeds. Simp- 


son and Bar: 
— = -—— Brown, jan, Penrith, Cumberland 
7 t and Fairer, South ind rd, 


. Jan7 at 3 at offices of 
Bargess, yur Tarpoley, Cheshire, Former. Jan 5 at 2 at offices of 
Cartwrigh: Bridge & st row Kast, Ches 
coambern Willan, Castle rd, Kntise Town, Oil Man. Jan 5 atl at 
en, en ot st, Marylebon 
Chandler, Hic! homas, Stafford, Draper, Jan 8 at 11 at offices of 
—_ Meh ny 4 st, Birmingham. Bowen, Stafford 
rederic George, Joha Sharp, and Thomas Granger, Bristol, 
Jan 6 at 12 et offices of Williams and Oo, Exchange, 
Brittan and Sons 


ohn Thomas, Mg Cog George Cole, Th “wa hs Baeeal 





ot, Philpot lane 
Ww William, Bowreliffe st, U: st, Jan2, Whitingy 
V.C. Malins. Phillips, King Williaa st, btrand 


os 12 at the Green Dragon Hotel, finell, 
Danmow 
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con, ia, York, Engineer. Jan 7 at 11 at offices of Calvert, 
Lendal, ork 


Cook, H Francis, Festneaent, Soe, Grocer. Jan 12 at 3 at 
offices of wig Basi 
Coxon, J ay ee, Ragabeth, Baker. Jan 5 at 3 at 


john, Gibson st 
of Ody. Trinity at, South 
Dance, John, Birkenhead, Cheshire, ¢ out of business. Jan 14 at2 at 
offices of Ford, The Temple, Liverpool. Crozier, Liverpool 
Stephen Edward, B Licensed Victualler. 


vies, irmingham, Jan 5 at 
11 at the per Hotel, Union st, Birmingham. “eo oe Oldbury 
Dealer. 


Emanuel John de, Buckingham Palace rd, Picture 
Jan 6 at 12 at offices of Crump, King st, Cheapside 
Dickinson, William, Seacombe, Cheshire, Builder, Jan 5 at 12 at 
offices of Richardson and Co, Cook st, Liverpool 
Mark, Liverpool, Ironmonger. Jan 8 at2 at office of Hughes, 
vi 
Clevedon, Somerset, Grocer. Jan 5 at 12 at offices of 
nd Co, Broad st, Bristol 


Edwards, Hol iand, Devonshire # rd, Holloway, Secretary. Jan 5 at4 at 
offices of Wells, Paternoster 

Bilston, Frederick Holmes, Goathampicn, Auctioneer, Jan 3 at 12 at 
offices of Edmonds and Co, High st, Southampton, Leigh, South- 


ane D , David Morier, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st, aaa Proprietor. 
Jan 12 at 2 at offices of Beddali, Bishopsgate st 

Bans, Joseph, Buckingham Palace rd, Jobmaster. Dec 3h at 12 at 
offices of Crump, King st, Cheapside 

Evanson, Edward, and Edwin Goulder, Radtord, Nottingham, Builders. 
Jan 6 at )2 at cfficesof Parsons and Son, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Farndale, George, Middlesborough, York, Chemist. Jan 5 at 11 at the 
Temperance Hotel, Bridge st West, Middlesborough. Bainbridge, 
Middlesborough 

Forgham, George, Wednesbury, Stafford, Boot Maker. Jan 2 at 3 at 
offices of Ebsworth, Bridge st, Wednesbary 

Fox, Thomas, Keighley, York, "Chemist. # 5 at 3 at offices of Terry 
and Robinson, Market st, Bradford. Hodgson, Keighley 

Francis, Charles, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, out of business, Jan 
Sat 2 at offices of Cnew and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Freeman, Edward, Bilston Brook Farm, near Lichfield, Stafford, 

Jan 5 ‘at 12 at the Old Crown Hotel, Lichfield. Barnes 


Garbett, James Phiilip, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Builder, Jan 13 at 
12 at offices. of Blake, Hall quay chambers, Great Yarmoth. Palmer, 
Great Yarmouth 

Gilbey, William, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fish Merchant. Jan 8 at 2 at 
offices of Chamberlain and Diver, Great Yarmouth 

Grammer, John, Brompion rd, Provision Merchant. Jan 7 at 2 at 
offices of Brown, Basinghall st 

Grant, Ricl:aré, Crawford st, St Marylebone, House Decorator. Jan 8 
at 10 at the Goldhawk Tavern, Goldhawk rd, Hamersmith 

Gregory, Francis James, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Publican. Dec 29 at 
10,15 at offices of Boodle, Bedford buildi Ch 

1, Frederick Proctor, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Grocer. Dec 31 at 
10,15 at offices of Bovdle, Bedford buildings, Cheltenham 

Haworth, Enoch, Accrington, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 5 at 3 at offices 
of Addieshaw and Warburton, Royal Insurance buildings, King st, 
Manchester 

Henkel, ll Circus place, Finsbury, Commission Merchant. 
at 3 at offices of Lewis and oo Old Jewry 

Hill, James, Trowbridge, Wilts, Baker. 
Shrapnell, Markct house, Trowridge 

nm, Henry, and William Clapham Hod Leeds, 
10 at 12 at offices of Bond and Barwick, Albion place, Leeds 
Hodgson, Joseph, Bristol, Licensed Victualler, Jan 5 at 3 at offices of 
Hancock and Co, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol. Alman, Bristol 
_ Lewis, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Jan 5 at li at 5, Carmar- 
then. Howell, Lianelly 
Thomas, Bow lane, Commercial Traveller. Jan 13 at 3 at office 
‘arcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st 

sd Tuaaihy, Derby, Grocer. Jan 8at3 at offices of Leech, Full 


Kinter, wiltiem, Peterborough, Northampton, Upholsterer. Jan 9 at 
n at offices of Gaches, Cathedral gateway, Peterborough 


Kirkalnd, Penelope, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Dealer in Berlin 
Wool. Jan § 5 1 at 4, Lower Parade, Leamington Priors. 
Stockton, Banbur 

Yah, William, Manchester, Paperhangings Merchant. Jan 7 at 3 at 
Offices ot Payne and Galloway, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Lewis, mls, David Talywain, Monmouth, Innkeeper, Jan 3 at 10 at the 

Crown Hotel, Pontypool. Morgan, Newport 
it, Edward, Maidstone, Kent, Coachbuilder. Jan 5 at 1 at the 
Bell Hotel, Week st, Maidstone. Menpes, Maidstone 
Lister, ag Rochdale, Lancashire, Clog Maker. Jan 2 at 3 at office 


Richard, Butcher row, Ratcliff, Grocer. Dec 30 at 12 at 
en's Hotel, lronmonger lane. King, Walbrook 
John, Gateforth, near Selby, York, Farmer, Jan 6 at 3 at office 





Jan 13 
Jan 1 at 1 at offices of 


Rnila 


Jan 





of Davies and Oo, Bewsey st, Warrington. Davies and Brook, 
Martin, rick Hen 1, Beth, Tobacconist. Jan Sat 3 at offices of 


Wilton, Westgate bui dings, Bath 
mon, Farquhar, Manchester, Commission Agent. Jan 10 at 1 
atthe Swan Hotel, Pool st, Manchester, Ward 
, Thomas, Middleton, Lancashire, Farmer, Jan 6 at 3 at 
offices of Chorlton Brazennose st, Manchester 
Urbano, Billiter st, Merchant. Dec 2) at 12 at offices of 


Harding and Co, Old Jewry. 
Marmaduke, ‘aterloo, Lancashire, out of business, Jan 
Patdar wand Hawkins, Sweeting at, Liverpool 
Hrs John, Rugeley, Stafford, Builder, Jan lat 3 at office of 
Morris, 


Ayles and Rawlins, Gracechurch et 


i uge 
awe i, Woreaer, Chemist. Deo $1 at 3 at offices of Tree, 


aman Oldham, Lancashire, Warp Sizer, Jan 6 at 3 at office 


Fg Seeapton, dour janchestor 
i all, On e Sat 3 atod 
ot Pate Pelmouth eae 











Parker, James Jordan, Cracknore Hard, hag v mee Innkeeper. Jan 
8 at 2 at offices of Best, Portland terrace, Southam 
Parle, John, Liverpool, Joiner. Jan 5 at 3 at ae vy Teebay and 


Lynch, A meer, st, Liverpool 
Edward, Brentwood, Essex, Grocer. 
lane, West Smithfield, Hubbard 
Payne, , East Grinstead, Sussex, Pianoforte Dealer. Jan 5 at 4 
4 = Crown Hotei, East Grinstead, Stone and Simpson, Tunbridge 


Pilkington, John, Habergham , Eaves, Lancashire, Tailor. Jan2 at3at 
offices of Pollard, Ormerod st, Burnley. Wilding, Burnley 

Pinchbeck, George, Brunswick ‘nilas, Goldhawk rd, Hammersmith, 
Engineer, Jan 2 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Charing cross 

Press, John, Richmond, Surrey, Grocer. Jan 12 at 10 at offices of 
Steadman, Coleman st 

Race, Daniel, Canonbury lane, Islington, Cheesemonger. 
offices of Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 

Ridsdale, Elizabeth, Bradford, York, Lithographic Printer. 
at offices of Terry ‘and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 

Roberts, Joseph, Tipton, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. 
offices of S Sheldon, Lower High st, Wednesbury 

Rothwell, Edward, Wiawick, Lancashire, Surveyor. Jan6 at 3 atoffices 
of Davies and Co, Bewzey ‘st, Warrington 

Sage, James, Queen’ 3 terrace, High rd, Kilburn, Cheesemonger. Jan 7 
at 2 at offices of McMillin. Bloomsbary Square 

Salveson, Robert Henry, Lewisham, Kent, Oilman. 
of Norris, Acton st, Gray’s inn rd 

Saunders, Henry, jun, Kidderminster, Worcester, Gent. 
Baxter chambers. Church st, Kidderminster. Corbet 

Seddon, John, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 6 at 2 at offices 
of Mather, Harrington st, Liverpool. Karrow and Cook, S: Helen’s 

Sellers, Walter, Birmingham, Electro Plater. Jan5 at 11 at officesof 
Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Semenza, Gaetano, Gresham House, Merchant. Jan 8 at 2 at offices of 
Turqu and and Co, Tokenhouse yard. Cooper, Billiter st 

Seymour, Frederick Henry, High st, Notting hill, out ofbusiness. Jan 
6 at 11 at officesof Kent and Co, Basinghallst. Bradford, Fencharch 
street 

Shaw, Emma, Manchester, Wine Retailer. Jan 15 at 3 at the Falstaff 
Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Law, Manchester 

Smart, William, Upper Machen, Monmouth,innkeeper. Jan 6 at llat 

of Gibbs, Commercia! st, Ne wpor 

Stirling, William, Approach rd, Victoria Park, ont of business. Jan 3 
at 10.15 at the Victoria Tavern, Morpeth rd. Lonz, Landsdown 
terrace 

Sykes, Johr, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Jan7 at 3at 
offices of Learoyd and Learoyd. Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Tate, Susannah, Halitax, York, Dressmaker. Jan 5 at 3 at officas of 

ming, George st, Halifax 

Terry, George Henry, Mirfield, York, Maltster. Jan 9 at 3 at the 
Great Northern Hotel, Leeds. Robinson and Johnson 

Vale, William, Stourbridge, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
12 at offices of Price, High st, Stourbridge 

Vaughan, Edward, Colveston crescent, Ridley rd, Kingsland, Builder. 
Jan 1 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Goatly, Bow st, 
Covent Garden 

Vernon, William, Nottingham, Tobacconist. Jan 12a 11 at officzs of 
Brown, Church gate, Low pavement, Nottingham 


Jan 8 at3 at 23, Long 


Jan 1 at 3 at 
Jani at ll 
Jani at3 at 


Jan 5 at 2 at offices 


Dec 30 at 3 at 


Jan 3 at 


Walker, Hugh, Colby terrace, Upper Norwood, Baker. Jan 1 at3 at 
offices of , Charing cross 
Walters, Stanley, Blithbury, Stafford, Farmer, Dec 31 at 12 at the 


Chadwick’s Arms inn, Hill Ridware. Palmer, Rugeley 

Ward, Thomas, Tewkesbury, Gloucester, Hot2i Keeper. 
offices of Moors and Romney, Tewkesbury 

Westgate, Robert, Westow hill, Upper Norwooi, Outtitter. 
atoffices of Cotton, Coleman st 

Whitlock, Robert Tass, Lower marsh, Lambeth, Cheesemonger. 
13 at 2 at offices of Wood and Tinkler, Leadenhall st 

Willmott, Richard, Birmingham, Journeymin Fancy Leather Case 
Maker. Jan 2 at 3 at offices of Brown, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Wooler, William, Leeds, Pawnbroker, Jan 3 at 12 at offices of Pullen, 
Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 

Wyborn, Alfred, Eastry, Kent, Baker. Jan Satlatthe King’s rms 

* Ton, Strand st, Sandwich. Emmerson, Sandwich 

Zingler, Henry, Basinghall st. Commission Merchant. 
offices of Challis and Co, Ciement’s lane. Eagton, 


Fripay, Dec. 26, 1873. 
Aldous, William, Armagh rd, North Bow, Builde-. 
of Hudson and Co. Bucklersbury 
> Johan, Burslem, Staff.rd, Coal Deer. 
Hollinshead, Market st, Tunstall 
Baber, Joseph William, Gloucester, Ironmanger. 
Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham. Cooke, Gloucester 
bbington, William, Manchester, Builder. Jan \4 at 3 at the Falstaff 
Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Law 
Bentley, William, Hanley, Staff rd, econ Jan7 at 3 at office of 
Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 
Brashois, Henry, City rd, Refreshment-housa Keeper. Jan 5 at ll at 
office of Allen, Brunswick sq 
Broquet, Adrian, Torrington sq, Wateh Manufacturer. 
offices of Winkworth, Oxford st 
Butler, Mathew, Satton-in-Ashfield, Nottingham, Frame-work Kaitter . 
Jan 13 at 12 atoffices of Cursham, Leeming at, Manstie!d 
an, Isaac, Kieweton-upon-Hall, Grover. Jan 8 at ! at office of 
Watson and ee Parliament st, Kingston-apen-Huil 


be pe ee an, Maccleatield, a Painter. Jan 7 at 2 at office 
of Charek side, Macclestield 
Daniels, John, Manchester, Blind Maker, Jan 12 at 3 at oifces of 


Horner and Son, Ridgefield, Manchester. Law, Mauchester 
Dell, Charles, Alfred st, Colebrook row, Manufacturer of Sealskin 


Jan é at ll at 
Jan Tat 2 


Jan 


Jan 5 at 11 at 
Ciifford’s ian 


Jan Sat 2 at offices 
Jan 5 atl! at offices 0 


Jan 8 at 12 at the 





Jan Sat3 at 


Purses, Jan 5 at 12 at offices of Thwaites, Basing hal! st. Fulcher, 

Basinghall st 
Bigar, Frederick, Kaatry, Kent, Sanitary Inspector, Jan 9 at 
at aoe of Doyle and Edwards, Carey st, Lincolasine., Delasaas, 


Canterbu 
Pear, Desenin, Berkeley, Gloucester, bone eS 138 ” 2 at the 
Bell Hote), Gloucester. Ellis and Sheppard, @ 
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Field, William, hea on Fruit Salesman, Jan 2at 12 at offices! 
sake, Barryman, 0 Chareh st Spitalfields, Clothier. Jan’ Tat Sat! 
rryman, i) st, 3 an 1a 
the Chamber of Commerce, Cheapside. . Keighley: and Gething 
quee. Alfred Brynmawr, Brecon, Mattress Maken, ‘Jan Sat idat the 
ode ce Newport. Jones, Abergavenny 
Geldert, Charles p, Cocnemat, Sa naeeen: Jan Sat 
12 at offices of Hayton a nd Simpson, Cockermoat 
aries, Huddersfield, York, aay E a Jan 15 at dat 
offices of Barker and Son, Estate buildings, Huddersfield 
Hecht, Charles William, Praed st, Paddington, Watch. Maker, Jan’ a2 
at 2 atoffices of Tilley and Ligeion, place 
Hedgethorn, James, Shoreham, Sussex, Oyster Merchant. . Jan 17 at 12 
at offices of Bertie, Great James st, Bedfordrow. Goodman, 
Hemmings, Henry, Bristol, Mason. Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Basery, 
Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
Hercy, Christina Anna, Hereford rd, Westbourne grove. Jan 12 at 3 at 
offices of Paddison and Son, Lincoln’sinn fields 
Hilton, James, Lous st, Pimlico, Grocer. Jan 20 at } at offices of 
Foster, King’s rd, Gray’s inn 
Hodgson, John Oswald, Long acre, Licensed Victualler. Jan 14 at 3 at 
the Enterprise, 96, Long acre. Armstrong, Old Jewry 
Hoggins, Henry, New Cross rd, Merchant’s Clerk. Ko 7 at 12 at the 
Ciarence Hotel, Brighton, Smedley, Fleet st 
Holmes, Charles, Kent st, Southwark, Baker. Jan 8 at | at offices of 
Reeve, Lilypot lane, Noble st 
Humphreys, Joseph, Greenfield, Flint,Grocer. Jan7 at 2 at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Chester. Moss 
Johnstone, George. Sheffield, Draper. Jan 9 at 3 at offices of Clegg and 
Son, Bank st, Sheffield 
Jones, William Morris, Hamsell st, Falconsquare, Mantle Manufacturer. 
Jan'12 at | at offices of Barnard and Harris. Finsbury circus 
Keable, Samuel, Walthamstow, Essex, Cowkeeper. Jan 7 at 12 atoffices 
of Chubb, Bucklersbury 
King, John, Kingston-on-Thames, Surrey, Baker. Jan 15 at 12. at 
offices of Wilkinson and Howlett, Church st, Kingston-on-Thames 
Langton, Thomas Bennet, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Merchant. Jan 6 at 
12 at offices of Garbatt, Collingwood st, Newcastile-upon-Tyne 
Lawson, Jobn, Minster Acres, Northumberland, Farmer. Jan 6 at 11 
at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st West, New: 
upon-Tyne. Winship, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Marchinton, John Moreton, Leeds, Implement Manufacturer. Jan 7 
at 3 at offices of Fawcett and Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 
May, Edmund, Worle, Somerset, Brewer. Jan 13 at 12 at offices of 
Chapman. Weston-super-Mare 
Metcalfe, John, Middlesborough, York, Carver. Jan 9 at 11 at office of 
Addenbrooke, Zetland rd, Middlesborongh 
Mille, George Thomas, Clifton, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Jan 3 at 
11 at offices of Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
Osborne, Thomas, Birmiagham, Tin Plate Worker. Jan 8 at 12-at 
offices of Hawkes, Temple st, Birmingbam 
Perkins, Samuel, Norfolk terrace, Bayswater, Grocer. Jan 8 at 3 at 
offices of Bath and Co, King William st. Peckham 
Robinson, William, Whitheaven, Cumberland, Butcher. Jan 9 atl at 
Offices of Atter, New Lowther st, Whicheaven 
Rushworth, Thomas, Idle, York, Plumber. Jan 9 at 3 at offices of 
Rennolis, Tyrrell st, Bradford 
Sargeant, Charles, Hanley, Stafford, Baker. Jan 7 at 11 at offices of 
Stevenson, Brook st, Stoke-upon-Trent 
Seymour, Thomas, Henley-on-Thames, Oxford, Innkeeper. Jan 5 at 11 
at offices of Gledhill, The Forbury, Reading 
Simeon, Albert, Martin, Birmingham, Fovubeter, Jan7 at 11 at office 
of Cottrell, Birmingham 
Simpson, Joseph, Altrincham, Cheshire, Carter. Jan 8 at 3 at offices of 
Nicholls and Co, High st, Altrincham 
Sinico, Jose, Bedford place,Gent. Jan 12 at 12 at offices of Brandon, 
Essex st, Strand 
Smith, Thomas Jones, De Beauviour crescent, Islington, Patent Liquid 
Extractor Manufaciurer. Jan 5 at 11 at officesof Hunter, London 
wall. Ede, Clements lane 
Squier, Richard Coes Manchester, Masic Seller, Jan 7 at 3 at offices 
of Sale and Cc, Booth st, Manchester 
Stenning, Edward, Oid Corn Exchange, Mark a Corn Facter. Jan 
13 at 3at offices of Piews and irvine, Mark 
Wainwright, Isaac, Nelson, Lancashire, Grocer. ae 6 at 3 at offices of 
Southern and Nowel, Hargreaves st, Burnley 
Watson, James, Coventry, Tailor. Jan 14 at 2 at offices of Homer, West 
orchard, Coventry 
Whittaker, Richara, Blackheath, Kent, Watchmaker. Jan 21 at 3 at 
offices of Ingle and Co, Threrdneedie at 
Williams, Henry, Bristol, Timber Merchant. Jan 3 at 12 at offices of 
Hancock and Co, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol. King, Bristol 
Willismon, Thomas, Aston, near Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. 
Jan 9 at Sat offices of Brown, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Wood, James, Hampton st, Walmorth rd, Builder. See 8 at Lat office 
of Rose and Thomas, Salisbury st, Strand 
Wright, Frederick Brittain, Manchester, Packer. Jan 12 at 3 at offices 
of Whitworth, St James sqnane, Manchester 
pn nen eee n-ne ae TT mee 


UNEBAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have one ——— as an stay ee tax 





upon all classes of the 
to this serious evil the LONDOM. NE NDON NECROPOLIS 
Woking, heid one 
ties relating  enaeer ae xed and 


nited Kingdom. A emtaining particalars 
—————aeee the Chief Omice, 3 | % 





'MPROVED and EOONOMIC COOKERY.—Use 
LIEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT as” stock” for beet- 
ea, conemmats & 


EDE AND 


ROBE 


SOW, 
MAKERS. 


By Special a 

To Hen Masesty Tue Lorp CHANCELLOR, 

The Whole of the Judicial Bench, 
Corperation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSELS’ DITTO. 


CORPORATION ROBES. 
UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS, &c. 
EstasuisHep 1689. 


94, CHANCERY-LANE, LONDON. 


The Companies Acts, , 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice, 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHAR x prin 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. ‘Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 











Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet. 
street. London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn) 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by et) oud LONDON. an 
COUNTRY ADVERTISE MENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
H ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs.to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of twenty-five years, in the special in- 
sertior: of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continaed 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officia!ly stamped forms for advertise- 
went and file of “‘ London Gazette” kept, By appointment. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 


ETC. 
SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LON 








Ewery description of Printing. 
Chancery Bills and Answers Catatogues 
Appeals Prospectuses 
Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 
Books Newspapers 
Pamphiets 


— 
Reports ‘osters 
Rule, Handbills, &€., &c. 


A HAPPY, CHRISTIAN HOME, Clothing, and 
a first-class Education offered to an Orphan or Friendless Girl, 
in a ladies’ school. Terms, for seven years, on application ; three 
years,90 guineas; one year, 36 guineas. No objection to a child of 
— age. Unexceptionable references.—MaRGARer, Chronicle Office, 
th, 








ADAME TUSSAUD'’S EXHIBITION, 
BAKER-STREET.—Great Attractions. — —— used 
b typ i Ill. at Metz, Chalons, and we numerous relics 
the campaign of 1870. Portrait Models of MARS AALS BAZAINE 
and McMAHON, M. THIERS, FRANCOIS JOSEPH of AUSTRIA, and 
the SHAH of PERSIA, a the original autograph and testimonial 
presented to Madame d and Sons, Jaly 3rd, 1873, as a souvenir 
of His Imperial Majesty’s visit, are now added ; + new and 
costly Court dresses. Admission, Is, Children ‘ander ten, 6d, 
rooms, 6d, Open from 10 a.m, till 10 p.m, 


OYAL PUOLYTEOCHNIC.—Travellers’ Safoty.— 
TWO new LECTURES—the first, SAFETY AT SEA oe; whieh 

will be discussed the best method of lowering boats); the second lec 
ture, SAFETY ON LAND (in which forge | matters will be discussed) 
will shortly follow. Mr, Howard Paul daring the week. Jane Con- 
nest. Sugar and the Silber Light, b by Professor Gardner. Domestic 
ity, Mr. King. Other entertainments. Open 12 and 7. Ad- 


eed 


ARR’ s, 265, “STRAND.— 
Dinaers (from the joint) vegetables k&e., le. +4., or wie Se 
Fish, 28, and 2s. 64. “If desire a substantial dinner 











y y 
exeslient Bargundy, at two ehilli or you oar 
with half e bottle fcr’s shilling.”-=—All the Year’ Round, June, "ss 
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he ne w Hall lately added 1s one of the handsomest dining-rooms 1a 
‘London, Dinners (from the joint) , vegetables, &c., ls, 64, 
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